
 

 

Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan 
Engagement Summary of Feedback on Draft Plan 
 

        

The draft Gonzales neighbourhood plan was released to 

the community for feedback in spring 2017. Every 

household was mailed a brochure with the plan highlights 

and links to the full plan as well as an online survey. Four 

events were held, two open houses and two drop-in events. 

Six ‘Pizza and a Planner’ events were also held, in which 

community members invited their neighbours into their 

homes and the City provided a planner and pizza.  

 130 people attended two open houses 

 40 people attended two drop-in events 

 80 people attended six Pizza and a Planner events 

 112 people completed the online survey 

The following is a summary of what we heard from the 

community. 

Overall Support 

Overall support for the draft plan is strong. 82% of survey respondents were very or somewhat supportive and 

81% of sticky dots at the open houses rated the draft plan as very or somewhat appropriate.   

“It's a good balance between maintaining the current 

neighbourhood feel and increasing affordable housing 

so that young families can join us oldies.”  

“You are involving the community. There are good ideas 

here, and I have watched folks walk into your community 

events angry, and then leave with pride/hope.” 

Concerns about the plan included: height and densities of new developments, increased traffic and parking 

demand, and losing the character and greenery to modern looking redevelopment. Many provided additional 

feedback and suggestions for consideration in a next draft. 

New Housing: Add housing that fits the neighbourhood’s character 

Levels of support (i.e. ratings of “very appropriate / strongly support” or “somewhat appropriate / support”) for the 

housing related initiatives ranged from 61-84%. The highest support was for discouraging the clearing of land and 

trees by encouraging more intensive forms of housing with flexible site planning. The lowest level of support was 

for allowing townhouses on busier roads. 61% were somewhat or strongly supportive, with 30% somewhat or 

strongly opposed. 

Some explained their strong support for these initiatives in terms of their potential to help address current housing 

needs and affordability while respecting the existing neighbourhood character. Others expressed concerns 

relating to increased parking demand and scarcity, losing green space to parking spaces, and new builds not 

fitting into character and architecture style even if and when design standards exist. 

Transportation: Make it easier to leave the car behind 

Levels of support for initiatives to improve cycling, walking, safety and transit in the neighbourhood ranged from 

82-89%. Concerns that were raised included lack of parking, traffic issues from buses and a host of safety 

concerns. Many emphasized that Brighton St. should remain or return to a rustic greenway feel with no 

conventional sidewalks/curbs.  



Create community “living rooms” 

Levels of support for the social gathering place related initiatives ranged from 78-83%. Some comments 

expressed strong support and suggestions for adding new features and indoor programming, while others 

outlined concerns relating to impacts on the greenery, noise generation, additional parking demand, need for 

more artist’s studio space, and disruption to existing park uses.  

Village areas: Protect existing neighbourhood commercial corners 

Levels of support for the neighbourhood commercial related initiatives ranged from 65-76%. Comments 

consistently indicated four storeys is too high but three storeys could be appropriate. Many expressed concerns 

regarding implications of wider sidewalks for parking and traffic, including school pick-up/drop off. Some indicated 

that they were more supportive of improving commercial at Irving road than Lillian St / Wildwood Ave. Some 

stressed that architecture of new commercial development must be respect scale of adjacent residential houses 

and character of the area, provide bicycle parking, and address car parking demand. 

Enhance Gonzales Beach 

Levels of support for the Gonzales Beach initiatives ranged from 71-83%, with the highest support for protection 

of natural areas and wildlife. While support was high for new features and enhanced facilities, some comments 

received indicated that infrastructure improvements are not needed since the beach is the focal point. Some 

comments illustrated a desire to revisit dog access. There were also comments about safe access to the beach. 

Protect neighbourhood ecosystems 

Levels of support for the protection of the ecosystem initiatives ranged from 80-91%. There were concerns raised 

about the cost and practicality of permeable paving, maintenance of boulevards, and hedges on sidewalks. Some 

people felt the City should provide tax incentives and education programs.  

Celebrate neighbourhood heritage 

Levels of support for the housing and streetscape protection related initiatives ranged from 77-82%. Many 

comments expressed support for heritage conservation, including establishing heritage conservation areas. Some 

felt that these areas should be expanded to other parts of the neighbourhood such as near Beechwood and Ross. 

Other comments expressed concerns for property rights and felt homeowners should choose to designate their 

own properties. New housing on designated heritage properties should still respect and retain trees, garden 

space, architectural style, and adequate on-site parking. 

Summary of Property Owner Feedback on Proposed Gonzales Heritage Conservation Areas  

Three new Heritage Conservation Areas are proposed in the draft plan: Redfern Street (11 units on 11 
properties), Upper Foul Bay Road (25 units on 21 properties) and Lower Foul Bay Road (11 units on 5 
properties). Property owners from these proposed areas were invited to a meeting to find out more about Heritage 
Conservation Areas, 17 homeowners attended and 9 emails of feedback were received. 

Common themes from all areas 

 Heritage conservation is important, as is increasing housing capacity 

 Like preservation of architecture, trees, character, limiting further development of modern / out-of-

character houses 

 Concerns about restricting rights of property owners and being subject to discretion of the City’s Heritage 

planner 

 Implications for individual property values 

 Concern about having to apply for permits for non-heritage structures 

 Concerns that it won’t be possible to upgrade homes in an environmentally-friendly way 

 Concerns that the boundaries don’t protect the whole street 


